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Abstract 
This research explores the extent to which hosts, local industries and 
destination regions influence VFR (Visiting Friends and Relatives) travellers’ 
purpose of visit.  Whilst VFR travellers are often assumed to travel for the 
purpose of visiting friends and relatives, this research, based in the Sunshine 
Coast Australia, indicates that VFR is only one reason that motivates VFR 
travellers to travel.  The simplistic view that VFRs are travellers whose 
purpose of visit is only VFR is challenged by these research findings showing 
that 26.6% of visitors who stayed with friends and relatives stated a Non-VFR 
purpose of visit.   Clearly, if purpose of visit is used as a sole measurement 
for considering the size of VFR travel then a significant portion of VFR 
travellers will be missed.  Interestingly, visitors staying with relatives were 
more inclined than friends to be travelling with this purpose in mind.  Whilst 
80.6% of visitors staying with relatives reported VFR to be their purpose of 
visit, only 63.4% of visitors staying with friends were travelling for VFR 
purposes.  VFR travellers were also found to be significantly more likely than 
Non-VFRs to rely on word of mouth than other sources in terms of planning 
their trip.  As such, the role that the local host has in influencing, not only the 
purpose of trip to begin with, but the activities undertaken during the visit is 
also critical.  This relationship that VFR travellers have with industries, the 
destination, and the host are all interlinked and can influence the purpose, or 
purposes, of the trip.  A VFR purpose of visit model is proposed to explain the 
relationships between these elements, also demonstrating that VFR is only 
one type of purpose of visit amongst VFR travellers. 
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1.  Introduction 
 
One of the largest and most significant forms of tourism is Visiting Friends 
and Relatives (VFR) Travel.  VFR travel is recognised as being a sizable form 
of travel worldwide.  The size of this form of travel has been reported as 
comprising around half of the US pleasure traveller market (Braunlich & 
Nadkarni, 1995; Hu & Morisson, 2002) and over half of Australia’s domestic 
travel market (Backer, 2008b, 2008c).  
 
 
Despite the size of VFR travel, it tends to be overlooked as a market segment 
and rarely appears in the marketing plans of destination marketing 
organisations and tourism businesses.  Part of this reason is due to a lack of 
research into the relationship of VFR travellers with industries, and as such 
an assumption that VFR travellers do not participate in tourism activities and 
inject negligible funds into local economies (Backer, 2007).  In addition, the 
relationship that the host has in shaping VFR trips has been under-
researched and not fully explored as a marketing opportunity.   
 
 
The focus of this paper is to present a VFR purpose of visit model.  This 
model describes the relationships that exist between hosts, local industries 
and destination regions, and how these influence VFR travellers’ purpose of 
visit.  The model also demonstrates that VFR is only one type of purpose of 
visit amongst VFR travellers, and varies between the disaggregated forms of 
VFs and VRs. Whilst VFR travellers are often assumed to travel for the 
purpose of visiting friends and relatives, this research, based in the Sunshine 
Coast Australia, indicates that VFR is only one reason that motivates VFR 
travellers to travel.  By examining the different VFR typologies, it is shown 
that purpose of visit is not representative of all VFR typologies and in fact 
VFRs that are staying with friends or relatives may have a purpose of visit 
unrelated to VFR.  This relationship that VFR travellers have with tourism 
industries, the destination, and the host are all interlinked and can influence 
the purpose, or purposes, of the trip.   
 
 
2.  Defining VFR 
 
 
Whilst official figures do indicate VFR to be a major tourism sector, true 
figures are likely to be even greater than published data indicates.  This is 
due to official figures not accounting for all VFR typologies.  There exists a 
misunderstanding of VFR travellers and a lack of awareness of VFR 
comprising three VFR typologies.   Backer (2003, 2007, 2008a, 2008b) has 
remained a strong critic of poor definitional aspects surrounding VFR travel, 
stating that this definitional dilemma has contributed to the underestimation of 
VFR travel.   
 
 
VFR definitions are lacking in the literature, and those definitions provided fail 
to acknowledge all VFR typologies.  Typically, what is forgotten is that VFRs 
do not necessarily stay in their homes of the friends or relatives that they have 
travelled to the destination to visit.  VFRs also stay in commercial 
accommodation (Backer, 2008b; Braunlich & Nadkarni, 1995).   The failure of 
the literature on VFR travel to discuss how to define VFR has been 
acknowledged previously (Backer, 2003, 2007, 2008a, 2008b; Seaton & 
Palmer, 1997).  However, some existing definitions also reinforce the implied 
notion that VFRs do not stay in commercial accommodation. Kotler et al 
(2006: 748) state that ‘VFR, as the name suggests, are people that stay in the 
homes of friends and relatives’.  If this definition were to be accepted it would 
suggest that those visitors whose purpose of visit is VFR but do not stay with 
their friends and relatives are not VFRs.  If only superficial thinking into VFR is 
applied, it can lead to the mistaken belief that VFR purpose of visit and place 
of accommodation are one and the same.  Yuan, et al (1995: 19) on the other 
hand define a VFR traveller as ‘one who reported visiting friends and relatives 
as the major purpose for the trip’.  However, a traveller can stay with friends 
or relatives but this may not actually be the person’s primary purpose of visit.  
Both of these definitions are deficient and fail to explain all VFR typologies.  In 
addition, neither definition aids understanding in VFRs being a valid market 
for commercial accommodation operators as VFRs do not necessarily stay 
with friends and relatives (Backer, 2008b). 
 
 
A definition was proposed by Backer (2003: 4); ‘VFR Tourism is a form of 
tourism involving a visit whereby either (or both) the purpose of the trip or the 
type of accommodation involves visiting friends and/ or relatives.’  This 
definition encompasses all VFR typologies and was put forward as a model 
(Backer, 2008b) to aid in explaining VFR typologies. 
 
 
Table 1: VFR Travel Definitional Model  
 
Source: Backer, 2008b 
 
 
As represented in the VFR Travel Definitional Model (table 1), VFRs can fall 
into a number of distinct groups.  The category in the top left hand box depicts 
what could be considered to be the “pure” VFR, whose purpose is to visit their 
friends and or relatives and also stays with them.  The lower left hand box 
depicts a less pure form of VFR traveller, who is staying with friends and 
relatives, but whose purpose of visit may be unrelated to VFR.  This issue that 
VFR travellers can have a non-VFR purpose of visit when staying with friends 
or relatives has been discussed in previous research (Backer, 2003; Seaton & 
Palmer, 1997).  Whilst the assumption may exist that VFR purpose and visit 
and accommodation should be the same, this is not necessarily the case.  
The third VFR typology, which is another impure form of VFR travel typology, 
is represented by the top right hand category.  This represents those VFRs 
who come to a particular destination to visit friends or relatives but elect to 
stay in commercial accommodation rather than stay in the homes of the 
friends / relatives they have travelled to spend time with.   
 
 
There can be a range of reasons why people would select commercial 
accommodation in preference to staying with the friends and relatives they are 
travelling to visit.  The reasons why people are motivated to travel are broad 
(Leiper, 2004) and people are often motivated to travel by a culmination of 
reasons rather than a singular reason. Travel often involves the need to 
escape, to rest, and to relax (Crompton, 1979; Leiper, 2004).  And as such, if 
one of the primary motivations of a VFR traveller is relaxation and escape, 
they may choose to stay in commercial accommodation to enable them to find 
a balance between meeting their main objectives of relaxations and escape, 
whilst still finding time to be with their friends and relatives at their own leisure.  
Other reasons can include the lack of facilities at the hosts’ home to 
accommodate the travel party.  This can be especially the case for families 
with a greater number of children or with small children.  
 
 
Only a small amount of research (Backer, 2008b, Braunlich & Nadkarni, 1995; 
Lehto, Morrison, & O’Leary, 2001) has been undertaken to explore the 
characteristics of those VFR travellers that select commercial accommodation 
rather than stay with the friends or relatives that they travelled to see.  This 
prior research does demonstrate that there is a significant number of VFRs 
that select to stay in commercial accommodation.  The percentage of visitors 
staying in commercial accommodation that state VFR as their purpose of visit 
has ranged from 8.7% (Braunlich & Nadkarni, 1995) to 10.5% (Backer, 
2008b).  VFRs that stay in commercial accommodation have also been report 
to have longer lengths of stay than pleasure vacationers (Braunlich & 
Nadkarni, 1995; Lehto, Morrison, & O’Leary, 2001) as well as being  
‘significant purchasers of hotel room nights’ (Braunlich & Nadkarni, 1995:46).    
 
 
Recognising that not all VFRs stay with the friends and relatives that they 
came to visit, VFR travellers, especially those in larger travel parties and 
families travelling with children, are likely to utilise commercial 
accommodation (Backer, 2008a).  Whilst the issue that not all VFRs stay with 
friends and relatives has been highlighted previously (Backer, 2008a, 2008b; 
Braunlich & Nadkarni, 1995; Pennington-Gray, 2003; Seaton, 1994), it still 
continues to be overlooked as a tourism segment by commercial 
accommodation operators.  It also is not accounted for in assessing the true 
size of VFR travel.  If a system of data collection existed to aggregate VFRs 
staying with friends and relatives together with VFRs staying in commercial 
accommodation, VFR travel is estimated to represent 55% of Australia’s 
domestic travel segment (Backer, 2008c).    
 
 
Jackson (2003), like Backer (2008a, 2008b, 2008c) also believes that the size 
of VFR is larger than official statistics, such as Tourism Research Australia 
and Australian Bureau of Statistics, suggest.  Jackson (2003) claims that 
statistics, which rely on people to self-classify themselves, tend to 
underestimate VFR numbers because VFR travellers often regard themselves 
as pleasure vacationers, rather than VFRs.  As a result this leads to an under-
representation of these travellers in official figures.  VFRs can be staying with 
friends or relatives but regard themselves as being on holiday, and therefore 
they will not show up in data that assesses VFRs by main purpose of visit.   
 
 
With its size and value underestimated, VFR travel tends to be overlooked by 
destination marketing organisations and tourism operators, who generally fail 
to consider this segment in their marketing campaigns.  VFR has also been 
largely ignored by researchers (Hu & Morrison, 2002; Pennington-Gray, 
2003, Young, Corsun, & Baloglu, 2007).  In particular, the issue of the role 
that the VFR host has in shaping VFR activities, and the opportunity of VFR 
as a marketing opportunity to tourism operators has been overlooked 
(Backer, 2008a; McKercher, 1994; Young et al, 2007). 
 
 
 
 
3. A VFR Purpose of Visit Model  
 
Whilst acknowledging that no model can be a true representation of reality, 
models can assist in presenting and describing key aspects in a succinct way.  
In this case, the model presented addresses a number of main issues 
regarding VFR trip purposes.  Firstly, it draws the distinction between those 
visitors who are visiting friends (VFs) and those visitors who are visiting 
relatives (VRs).  Since the purpose of visit can differ between these 
disaggregated VFR groups, the model depicts these as not being 
homogeneous.  Secondly, the model illustrates that visitors who are regarded 
as either VFs or VRs can have a purpose of visit that is not necessarily VFR.  
Visitors travelling to a destination for the purpose of visiting friends and/or 
relatives are not representative of all VFR typologies (Backer, 2008b).  
Visitors who are staying with friends or relatives may not cite VFR as their 
purpose of visit.  They may be travelling for the purposes of a holiday, for 
business, for the climate of the destination in which their friend or relative lives 
enjoys, or because of an event or other reasons.  These different VF and VR 
purposes of visit may be classified under broad purpose of visit (POV) 
classifications of VFR, leisure, business, and other.   
 
 
Figure 1: VFR Purpose of Visit Model 
 
 
 
 
The model also illustrates that there is a relationship between VFs / VRs with 
destination regions, industries, and hosts.  The dotted lines between each of 
these elements in the system indicates that linkages and relationships 
between each of these and all of these exist.  The heavy solid lines running 
from destination regions, industries and hosts to the purpose of visit elements 
is indicative that each of these system elements can influence the purpose of 
visit.   That is, whilst invitations or encouragement from the host may initiate a 
VFR trip, it may not be instrumental or exclusive in motivating the VFR 
traveller to embark on the trip.  The host presents only one type of influence 
over purpose of visit.  The destination can also present as a form of influence.   
Marketing images concerning the destination may motivate the VFR traveller 
to select the destination in which a friend or relative just happens to live over 
other destination options, including other destinations in which a friend or 
relative lives.  Industries, especially any of the tourism industries such as built 
attractions industries or any of the accommodation industries within the 
destination can exert influence and contribute a pull factor in the purpose of 
visit.   There may be many industries, both tourism industries and other types 
of industries, that the VFR may engage with.  Whilst this point concerning 
industry types is not explored within this research paper, distinction here is 
understood that VFRs may be involved with a number of tourism industries 
within the destination that they are staying in.  As such, there is due 
recognition that tourism is not in itself one industry but comprises multiple 
industries (Leiper, 2008); each tourism industry competing only with those 
similar business types within the same geographic area that are competing for 
the same buyer.  
 
 
Whilst the system elements of destination and industries can directly play an 
influential role on the VFR traveller, the influence can also be indirect via the 
host.  Hosts play a critically influential role on the extent to which VFRs utilise 
particular local industries, a role that is very much under-researched (Backer, 
2007; McKercher, 1994) and under-utilised.  Local residents who are not fully 
aware of the range of visitor attractions and local industries will be poorly 
equipped to provide advice to their visiting friends and relatives on what to do 
and see in the region.  VFRs remain heavily dependent on word of mouth 
advice to plan their trip activities compared with Non-VFRs (Backer, 2008a) 
and are far less likely to use other information means such as internet, media 
and travel agencies than Non-VFRs (Backer, 2008a).  As such, the role of the 
host in providing reliable tourism advice to their visiting friends and relatives is 
potentially vital.   
 
 
Marketing within the destination is rarely undertaken by either destination 
marketing organisations (DMOs) or tourism industries.  The consideration is 
that since tourists by their very definition exist beyond the regional territory, 
there is little to be gained by undertaking local advertising and promotional 
activities.  However, the value of local advertising and promotional activities 
exists to operators and destinations keen to market to VFR travellers via the 
hosts they come to visit and / or stay with.  With research showing that 
between 8.7% and 10.5% of visitors staying in commercial accommodation 
are VFRs (Backer, 2008b; Braunlich & Nadkarni, 1995; Seaton, 1994) VFRs 
can indeed represent a market segment for commercial accommodation 
operators.  VFRs have also been shown to be similarly as active tourists as 
Non-VFRs (Backer, 2007).  The opportunities and benefits for tourism 
industries to utilise this relationship between hosts and VFRs is recognised 
through this model.   
 
 
The relationship between VFRs, hosts and destination regions has been 
explained previously by Backer (2008a).  Backer (2008a) raised the issue that 
VFRs may be attracted to how attractive the destination is and not necessarily 
how attractive the hosts are and that the attractiveness of the destination can 
have a major influence on VFR visitation.  These elements may involve the 
visit itself, frequency of visit, and length of stay.   
 
 
Industries can also directly influence VFR travellers.    Whilst VFR travellers 
will trust and rely on the word of mouth by their friends and relatives, the 
advertising and promotion undertaken by businesses within tourism industries 
that are competing for tourists’ customs through actual business strategies 
can directly influence VFR travellers.  Such strategies are more likely to play 
an influential role with VFR travellers than partially industrialised tourism 
businesses, which may passively accept tourists as customers and have no 
business strategies to target them.   
 
3.  Methodology 
 
In testing the application of the VFR model, research undertaken into VFR 
travel in one tourist destination was applied.  Research was conducted in 
Australia’s Sunshine Coast, located around 100 kilometres north of the State 
of Queensland’s capital, Brisbane.  The Sunshine Coast region has a 
population that exceeds 260,000 people (Sunshine Coast Australia, 2007) 
and is one of Australia’s most popular holiday destinations (Weaver & Lawton, 
2006).   
 
 
Figure 2: The case study region: Sunshine Coast, Australia 
 Source: adapted from Greenwich Meantime, 2007 
 
 
 
Quantitative research was used to gather data on visitors as well as local 
residents.  Research took the form of a personal interview questionnaire. All 
visitors who agreed to participate in the survey were interviewed and allowed 
comparisons between VFRs and non-VFRs as well as between the different 
VFR typologies.  Local residents were also interviewed, which allowed for a 
gathering of information specific to the role that the host plays in VFR trips as 
well as the added expenditures incurred as a direct consequence of hosting 
VFR travellers.  Personal interviewing was selected since mail surveys are 
associated with low response rates (Kenhove et al, 2002; Leeworthy et al, 
2001) and can hold a risk of attracting a ‘response bias’ (Leeworthy et al, 
2001: 83) associated with personal involvement factors (Leeworthy et al, 
2001; Van Kenhove, Wijnen, & De Wulf, 2002).  This may lead to people who 
do not host visitors to not respond, in which case this would positively skew 
the results.  Telephone surveys were also discounted, as it would be an 
unsuitable method of capturing visitors.   
 
 
Convenience surveying was the method selected.  Seven main street survey 
locations were selected for personal interviewing to occur to endeavour to 
 
Sunshine Coast 
 Brisbane 
reduce survey bias.   Locations included both inland townships and coastal 
townships within the Sunshine Coast to capture both inland visitors and 
residents as well as coastal residents and visitors.  This was undertaken in 
order to reduce the chances of a bias in a particular location or area.   
 
 
A total of 625 resident surveys and 831 visitor surveys were collected.  Day-
trippers were excluded, which left a total of 738 visitor surveys to represent 
overnight visitors to the Sunshine Coast.   
 
 
The data were analysed by looking at the purpose of visit of those people 
visiting friends compared with travellers visiting relatives, to examine the 
differences between these two segments.  The degree of utilisation of 
industries was also analysed by comparing the activities of VFRs compared to 
Non-VFRs.  The role that the host has in influencing VFR trips was also 
analysed by examining the degree to which VFRs relied of word of mouth 
compared to Non-VFRs.  Additionally, local residents were asked to identify 
the source that they used to access information concerning what to see and 
do in the local region.   
 
 
Sample sizes for the three VFR typologies and Non-VFRs can be seen in 
Table 3, applied using the VFR definitional model configuration (Backer, 
2008b) as depicted in Table 1.  The three VFR categories are depicted by the 
rust-shaded area.  The non-VFR category is depicted by the yellow shaded 
box. 
 
Table 3: VFR category sample sizes based on VFR Travel Definitional Model 
 Accommodation:
  friends / family 
Accommodation: 
Commercial  
Purpose of Visit: n=124 n=60 
VFR 
Purpose of Visit: 
Non-VFR 
n=45 n=509 
 
Source: Backer, 2008b 
 
4.  Research Findings 
 
4. 1. Purpose of Visit for VRs versus VFs 
 
Table 4: VFRs and Non-VFR POV for VFs and VRs staying with hosts 
Purpose of Visit VF 
Proportion 
VR 
Proportion 
VFR * 63.4% 80.6% 
Non-VFR * 36.6% 19.4% 
Χ2=6.258, df=1, p=0.012   
*Significant at the 95% level 
 
 
The purpose of visit for VFs and VRs was assessed.  Based on the responses to the 
question “what was the main reason you chose to visit this destination”, different 
answers could be grouped into either VFR and Non-VFR responses.  Travellers who 
were staying with friends were significantly more likely to be visiting for Non-VFR 
reasons that those people who were staying with relatives.   While 80.6% of VRs 
stated VFR as their purpose of visit, only 63.4% of VFs stated VFR to be their 
purpose of visit.  Breaking the Non-VFR responses down further (table 5) leisure 
responses rated very highly for VFs.  Popular responses included such elements as 
wanting to visit the theme parks, wanting to go to the beach, the weather, and to 
relax.   
 
Table 5: POV of VFs and VRs staying with hosts 
Purpose of Visit VF 
Proportion
VR 
Proportion 
Information Centre  63.4% 80.6% 
Word of Mouth  31% 14.3% 
Travel Agent  2.8% 0% 
Travel Show 2.8% 5.1% 
Total 100% 100% 
VF: n=71; VR: n=98 
 
 
4. 2. Utilisation of word of mouth as a source of information to plan the 
trip by VFRs  
 
VFRs rely very heavily on word of mouth as a source of information in 
planning their trip.  While word of mouth is still the most heavily used source 
of information for Non-VFRs as well as VFRs, 64.8% of Non-VFRs relied on 
word of mouth, compared to 88.5% of VFRs.  VFRs are far less likely to use 
other forms of information such as travel agencies, media, and the internet 
than Non-VFRs.  Instead they assume that the friends or relatives that live in 
the destination are the best source of information to direct them in regards to 
places to visit, places to eat, places to shop, and places to stay.  
Table 6 – Source of information used by VFRs and Non-VFRs to plan the trip 
Information Source VFR 
Proportion
Non-VFR 
Proportion 
Information Centre * 3.1% 7.1% 
Word of Mouth * 88.5% 64.8% 
Travel Agent * 5.8% 11.7% 
Travel Show 0.9% 2.2% 
Internet * 5.8% 19.4% 
Television, magazine, newspaper * 4.0% 10.1% 
Χ2= 86.160 , df=6, p=0.000   
*Significant at the 95% level 
 
Hosts are a critical form of information for VFRs, and as such can be used by 
the industries within the destination as a source of promotion about their 
establishment or service.  It is therefore an interesting point to consider what 
sources are relied on by the local residents to know what to do and see in the 
region.  As table 7 indicates, newspaper is the most popular source used. 
 
Table 7 – Source of information used by local residents regarding directing visitors on 
what to do and see in the region 
Information Source Utilisation 
Proportion 
Television 24.1% 
Radio 12.9% 
Newspaper 42.3% 
Word of Mouth 12.2% 
Brochure 6.7% 
Other 1.8% 
Multiple responses were allowed.  As such total of proportions exceeds 100% 
 
4. 3.  Utilisation of industries 
 
In terms of what type of industries are most commonly utilised by VFR 
travellers, these can be grouped into broad activities.  Whilst recognising that 
the listed activities are not a list of industries, this represents the nature of the 
options available on the questionnaire.  Such options presented a simpler 
means of accounting for touristic involvement, and can itself be indicative of 
the types of industries utilised.   
 
Table 8 - Type of industries utilised by VFRs 
Activities undertaken VFR 
Proportion 
Shopping 80% 
Dining Out 90% 
Entertainment  18.3% 
Attractions  56.7% 
Tours / Activities 30% 
Commercial accommodation 26.2% 
 
5. Discussion and conclusion 
 
In applying the VFR purpose of visit model (figure 1) to research, it can be 
seen that there are significant differences in VF purpose of visit and VR 
purpose of visit.  As such, for the purpose of understanding VFR purpose of 
visit, it seems appropriate to treat them in disaggregated format.  That there 
are differences between VFs and VRs has been raised in previous literature 
(Hay, 1996; King, 1996; McKercher, 1994; Seaton, 1994; Seaton & Palmer, 
1997).  The fact that these two different groups have been combined is purely 
for statistical simplicity, and not for any marketing reason (Hay, 1996).  
However, there are important distinctions between VFs and VRs in terms of 
both their profiles and motivations (King, 1996).  By grouping the two different 
visitor types, the differences in terms of motivations, travel party size, length 
of stay, and possibly even activities and expenditures are completely 
shielded.   
 
 
This research paper does not attempt to propose whether VF and VR should 
be treated as distinct market segments.  In fact, by applying the eight-factor 
test of: measurability, size, homogeneity, compatibility, actionability, durability, 
and relevance (Weaver & Lawton, 2006) to assess whether to consider a 
disaggregated group as a distinct market segment, the VF / VR distinction 
may not succeed.  Instead, the point is made that in terms of understanding 
the issue of VFR purpose of visit, the two groups should be regarded as quite 
distinct separate groups.  Certainly as shown in table 4, non-VFR aspects 
were more likely to be responsible for stimulating the trip for VFs than VRs.  
This is consistent with earlier statements on the VF / VR distinction that it may 
be possible that VFs are likely to be more influenced by the destination itself 
while VRs are motivated by obligation (Seaton, 1994).  Certainly in 
recognising this it seems logical that if VFs are more likely to be influenced by 
the destination in which the host lives, this component of the VFR 
phenomenon may be easier to influence. 
 
 
The difference between VFR behaviours in different destinations is an 
interesting aspect that remains unresearched.  With the absence of 
comparative analysis between two regions having been undertaken in respect 
to VFR research, the one known research paper (Backer, 2008a) that 
examined this compared two different VFR studies.  The research raised the 
issue concerning to what extent the destination rather than the host attracts 
VFRs.  If the attraction is simply about the host, then the attractiveness of the 
destination should bear no relevance to trip frequency, length of stay, or 
number of VFRs accommodated annually by the average local resident.  
However, Backer (2008a) found that there was a large difference in the 
average length of stay between the popular tourist destination, the Sunshine 
Coast, compared with Albury-Wodonga, which is not rated as such a popular 
tourist destination.   
 
The length of stay of VFR travellers in Albury-Wodonga was considerably 
shorter than for those VFRs in the Sunshine Coast (Table 9).  Most VFR 
travellers staying in Albury-Wodonga (70.6%) stayed up to three nights while 
a much smaller proportion (32.8%) of VFR travellers staying in the Sunshine 
Coast stayed up to three nights.  Over a third (34.4%) of VFR travellers 
staying the Sunshine Coast staying from over a week, compared with a much 
small percentage (8.2%) of VFR travellers in Albury-Wodonga for the same 
duration exceeding one week. 
 
Table 9 – Length of stay for VFRs staying in Albury-Wodonga and the Sunshine Coast  
Length of stay (nights) Albury-Wodonga 
Proportion 
Sunshine Coast 
Proportion 
1 night 22.7% 8.4% 
2-3 nights 45.9% 24.4% 
4-6 nights 11.9% 22.9% 
7 nights 11.3% 9.9% 
8-14 nights 6.7% 20.4% 
15+ nights 1.5% 14% 
Source: Backer, 2008a:64 
 
 
VFR travellers have been traditionally ignored in marketing plans, and one 
reason that has been cited is that these travellers are regarded as difficult to 
influence (Denman, 1988; Morrison et al, 2000).  That VFR travellers cannot 
be influenced leads to the belief by marketing practitioners that VFR travel 
must be ignored in their marketing campaigns (Morrison et al, 2000).  
However, as shown in this research, VFR travellers are readily influenced by 
their friends and relatives with 88.5% of VFR travellers reporting that they 
used word of mouth as a source of information to plan their trip.  This is 
significantly larger than for Non-VFRs (64.8%) who also rely on other forms of 
information including the internet, media, and travel agents.  With VFR 
travellers being more inclined to rely on the advice of their friends and 
relatives to plan their trip, the opportunity for industries is to undertake local 
marketing activities to seek to attract VFR travellers through local residents, in 
whom VFRs place their trust.   
 
 
This research paper has contributed to the field of tourism knowledge in a 
number of ways.  Most critically, it puts forward a model to aid in the 
understanding of VFR purpose of visit.  With a lack of understanding 
concerning VFR travel, particularly concerning definitional problems, this 
model depicts that VFR purpose of visit is not necessarily VFR and that there 
are strong linkages that exist and can be harnessed further with elements 
from the tourism system.  This model sits very well in support of the VFR 
definitional model (Backer, 2008c).  In addition, this VFR POV model brings 
recognition to the differences that do exist between the disaggregated VFR 
groups of VF and VR.  
 
 
Certainly, understanding more about the profile and characteristics of VFR 
travellers seems important and this model is a step towards assisting in 
raising the understanding and analysis of this significant aspect of tourism.  
The future challenge for VFR travel is that it can be understood well enough 
for it to be given greater respect by academics, so that it can be taught to the 
future tourism marketers and tourism managers.  With VFR travel barely 
rating more than a cursory mention in core tourism texts (Collier, 2008; 
Cooper et al, 2008; Hall, 2007; Leiper, 2004; O’Shannessy et al, 2008; 
Weaver & Lawton, 2006) and failing to even rate a place in the index of others 
(Hsu et al, 2008; Richardson & Fluker, 2008), it is hardly surprising that VFR 
travel is regularly left off the higher education teaching syllabus for tourism 
units, resulting in the continuation of VFR being neglected.  With the aid of a 
VFR model to describe many profile elements and characteristics, it may 
assist in deepening our understanding and appreciation of the value and 
opportunities for operators that exist in this sizable travel segment. 
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